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The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  Staff  Study  on  American 
*  Middle  East  policy  is  replete  with  paradox. 

First,  it  fails  to  tell  us  what  American  policy  really  is  and  we  are 
led  to  conclude  that  we  will  do  best  if  we  refrain  from  any  initiatives  or 


interventions — except  one. 

Second,  it  insists  that  “stability”  must  be  the  “supreme  major  objective” 
and  that  in  the  past  the  West  has  often  ignored  the  “broader  objectives”  in 
favor  of  “narrower  urgencies.”  The  Study  is  confident  that  if  stability  is 
achieved,  other  objectives  “doubtless  will  fall  into  place”:  an  Arab-Israel  modus 
vivendi;  deliverance  of  the  Middle  East  from  the  Communist  bloc;  the  con¬ 
tinued  flow  of  oil  to  West  Europe;  and  “the  Suez  Canal  will  cease  to  be  a 
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concern.”  j 

Third,  the  Study  does  not  say  it,  but  it  leaves  no  doubt  that  President 
Nasser’s  “expansionism”  is  one  of  the  major  sources  of  instability.  His  aim  is  “to 
unite  all  Arabs  from  the  Persian  Gulf  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean.”  His  tactics 
have  been  “unworthy.”  He  has  “not  been  above  using  force.”  The  blame  for 
the  Kassem-Nasscr  feud  rests  “primarily  on  the  Egyptian.”  His  “harassment” 
of  Hussein  is  probably  motivated  by  “larger  regional  considerations.” 

Yet  this  is  explained  away.  Nasser  is  a  “gifted  and  dedicated”  man,  a 
“most  heroic  Arab  figure.”  It  is  “Nasser  and  his  associates,  believing  the  wind 
of  Arab  nationalism  to  be  at  their  backs,  who  feel  obliged  to  gain  lebensraum 
for  their  country.”  And  the  Study  tells  us  that  “Nasser’s  preoccupation  with 
Iraq  is  eminently  logical.”  Egypt  has  too  few  resources  and  too  many  people. 
Her  living  standards  are  declining.  All  this  is  reminiscent  of  the  apologia 
which  rationalized  the  lebensraum  policies  of  the  totalitarian  states  in  the  1930’s. 

Nevertheless,  the  Study  would  seem  to  tie  American  policy  to  Nasser’s  kite. 
“It  appears,”  we  are  -'’old,  that  “only  if  the  UAR’s  Nasser,  still  the  pivotal  figure 
in  the  Middle  East,  can  get  the  better  of  his  problems  and  develop  a  modus 
vivendi  with  his  neighbors  and  rivals,  will  there  be  any  chance  for  significant 
political  and  economic  progress  in  the  Arab  world.” 

This  solicitude  for  Nasser  is  generated  by  the  Study’s  debatable  and  wish-^ 
ful  thesis  that  he  really  prefers  Washington  ,to  Moscow,  (A  little  dash  of  anti¬ 
communism  still  goes  a  long  way!)  and  that  we  must  shun  any  repetition  of 
past  policies  which  might  drive  him  back  into  Moscow’s  embrace.  We  must 
offer  Middle  East  states  “diplomatic  and  material  assistance  that  is  feasible, 
productive,  and  mutually  agreeable” — and  without  questions  or  strings. 
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Having  discouraged  all  initiatives,  the  Committee  nukes  one  paradoxical 
exception.  It  believes  that  the  problem  of  the  Palestine  refugees  is  die  heart  of 
the  Arab-Israel  “quarrel,”  which  in  turn  is  “the  major  Obstacle  to  stability.” 
Therefore,  it  wants  Israel  to  agree  to  take  back  all  the  Arab  refugees  who  want 
to  go  back,  and  it  wants  the  Arab  states  to  agree  to  resettle  those  who  don’t 
But  it  wants  this  done  prior  to  the  negotiation  of  a  peace  settlement,  which  is 
asking  Israel  to  make  an  incredible  gamble  with  the  lives  and  security  of  its 
people.  (Turn  the  page  for  further  comment.) 

It  would  be  regrettable  if  Arab  leaders  should  gain  the  impression  from 
this  proposal  and  the  tenor  of  the  Study  that  American  policy  is  concerned 
only  with  “stability”  and  that  an  Arab-Israel  peace  is  something  that  can  wait 
We  do  not  believe  that  this  Study  accurately  represents  American  policy, 
judging  from  t  ^  recent  statements  made  by  Vice-President  Richard  Nixon 
and  Under  Seer  ry  of  State  Douglas  Dillon,  and  the  expressed  attitude  of 
Congress.  ^ 

Stability  is  not  an  end  in  itself.  It  becomes  a  meaningless  fetish  if,  in  its 
search,  we  put  up  with  face-saving,  evasive  makeshifts,  and  if  we  avoid  sincere 
endeavors  to  bring  about  honest  agreement  and  full  compliance  with  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  the  United  Nations.  There  will  never  be  a  substitute  for  frank  and 
direct  Arab-Israel  negotiations — and  the  sooner  the  better. 

• 

It  is  disconcerting  that  a  statement  on  U.  S.  policy  in  the  Middle  Blast  should 
avoid  reference  to  the  Congress-approved  Eisenhower  Doctrine  and  the  Mansfield 
amendment,  which  afiSrms  that  “the  preservation  of  the  independence  and  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  nations  of  the  Middle,  East"  is  “vital  to  the  national  interest  and 
world  peace." 

Is  this  still  U.  S.  poU^T  If  it  is  not,  as  its  omission  from  the  Study  might 
imply,  there  is  precious  little  hope  for  stability — and  peace— in  the  Middle  East. 
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...viewing  the  NEWS 


The  Eichmann  Case.  A  world  which 
has  a  short  memory  has  been  reminded 
that  six  million  Jews  were  murdered  by 
the  Nazis.  Many  people  had  forgotten 
it  Some  had  never  been  told  about  it 

That  is  the  significance  of  the  cap¬ 
ture  and  the  forthcoming  trial  of  Adolf 
Eichmann,  the  bureacratic  Nazi  colonel 
who  master-minded  this  satanic  crime. 

Few  people — unless  they  are  some 
of  Eichmann’s  own  fellow-Nazis — are 
shedding  tears  for  him.  Few  are  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  sentence  that  will  be 
passed  upon  him. 

“It  doesn’t  matter  what  happens  to 
him,  the  important  thing  is  that  he  has ' 
been  apprehended.”  These  simple 
words,  uttered  by  a  refugee  who  lost 
an  entire  family  to  Eichmann’s  barba¬ 
rism,  sum  up  what  many  think  and  feel. 

And  many  people  agree  that  it  is  a 
fitting  turn  of  history  that  Eichmann 
will  be  brought  to  justice  by.  Israel. 

And  yet  there  is  a  diplomatic  furor 
and  a  legal  controversy  over  the  Eich¬ 
mann  affair,  growing  out  of  the  method 
of  his  capture  and  Israel’s  intention  to 
try  him. 

Tracked  to  Argentina  after  a  IS-year 
search,  Eichmann  was  taken  to  Israel 
from  that  country  without  extradition 
procedures.  Argentina  filed  a  diplo¬ 
matic  protest,  was  dissatisfied  with  Is¬ 
rael’s  explanation  that  volunteers  had 
apprehended  him  and  turned  him  over 
to  Israel,  and  threatened  to  take  the 
issue  to  the  UN. 

Prime  Minister  David  Ben-Gurion 
has  appealed  to  Argentina  to  consider 
the  incident  against  the  background  of 
the  magnitude  of  Eichmann’s  crimes 
and  to  appreciate  the  transcendent 
moral  force  which  motivated  his  cap¬ 
ture. 

Another  issue  is  whether  Israel 
should  try  Eichmann  or  whether  it 
should  turn  him  over  to  another  juris¬ 
diction. 

(Continued  on  page  8) 
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HThe  Arab  states  went  to  war 
against  it 

HThe  Jews  accepted  it 
HThe  UN  Partition  Commission 
was  prevented  by  the  Arabs  from 
going  to  Palestine  and  implement* 
ing  Die  UN  recommendations. 
HThe  Arab  armies  literally 
marched  into  Palestine. 

H  It  was  not  until  the  UN  Security 
Council  threatened  sanctions 
against  the  Arab  states  that  they 
accepted  the  UN  truce. 

HThe  Arab  State  never  came  into 
existence  because  the  neighboring 
Arab  states  preferred  to  take  what 
was  left  of  Die  Arab  area. 

The  reader  of  this  Study  is  spared 
all  this  relevant  background.  Instead, 
he  is  given  a  bizarre  account  of  Israel’s 
origin.  He  is  told  that  most  of  Pales¬ 
tine  is  “occupied  by  Israel,  its  fron¬ 
tiers  having  been  defined  by  the  stabili¬ 
zation  of  a  military  situation  as  it  ex¬ 
isted  in  late  1948  and  early  1949.”  And, 
the  report  goes  on,  “these  boundaries, 
quite  lacking  any  geographical  basis, 
have,  of  course,  been  bitterly  chal¬ 
lenged  by  the  Arab  states.”  <  Why  the  “of 
course” — which  implies  a  justification 
for  the  Arab  refusal  to  make  peace?) 

Indeed,  one  gets  the  impression  that 
the  creation  of  Israel  was  largely  a 
consequence  of  military  action.  The 
fact  that  Israel  came  into  being  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  decisions  by  both  the  League 
of  Natimis  and  the  United  Nations — 
perhaps  the  most  impressive  and  legiti¬ 
mate  birth  certificate  of  any  country  in 
history — does  not  appear. 

The  eentral  fact  in  the  Palestine 
problem  is  the  refusal  of  the  Arab 
states  to  recognize  Israel  and  to 
make  peace  with  her.  But  if  Israel 
can  be  portrayed  as  some  land  of 
military  upstart  in  the  Middle  East, 
without  the  sanction  of  history  and 
international  decision,  then  Arab 
resistance  to  Israel’s  recognition 
can  perhaps  be  condoned. 


The  Staff  Study  on  U.S/  policy  in  the 
Middle  East  is  one  of  IS  commissioned 
by  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  1959  after  it  was  voted  $300,- 
000  to  review  our  foreign  policy.  Pri¬ 
vate  organizations  and  institutes  made 
the  surveys.  Fourteen  were  accepted. 
The  Committee  decided  not  to  publish 
the  private  study  on  the  Middle  East 
and  directed  its  own  staff  to  prepare  a 
substitute.  The  job  was  hastily  done 
to  meet  the  June  1960  deadline. 

The  Staff  Study  makes  interesting 
reading.  But  it  is  not  a  scholarly  trea¬ 
tise.  Its  objectivity  is  subject  to  chal¬ 
lenge.  T  'Study  relies  excessively  on 
clippings  1  n  newspapers,  magazines 
and  partisan  biographies. 

There  are  some  glaring  errors.  On 
page  43,  we  are  told  that  “the  Arabs 
accepted  the  1947  partition  plan.”  In 
truth,  as  every  UN  document  attests,' 
they  warred  against  the  plan  and  pre¬ 
vented  its  implementation. 

And  there  are  also  some  errors  of 
omission. 

A  One-Sided  History.  The  Study  goes 
far  back  into  history.  It  tells  us  that 
when  Joshua  led  the  children  of  Israel 
into  Palestine  about  1500  years  before 
Christ,  the  country  was  already  divided 
between  many  tribes — Canaanites,  Hit- 
tites,  Jebusites,  etc. — ^“which  absorbed 
a  great  many  of  the  Israelites.”  Pales¬ 
tine  “bounced  from  one  empire  to  the 
next.”  At  times  it  was  Assyrian,  Baby¬ 
lonian,  Persian,  and  then  came  the 
Greeks  and  the  Romans.  Roman  rule 
ended  with  the  Moslem  conquest  in 
535,  and  from  that  time,  the  Study 
carefully  records,  except  for  the  Cru¬ 
sades,  “Palestine  was  ruled  by  a  series 
of  Arab  dynasties  until  the  16th  cen¬ 
tury,”  when  the  Ottoman  Turks  took 
over. 

Actually  the  Arab  caliphates  reigned 
only  from  637  to  1071  A.D.  They 
were  followed  by  the  Seljukes,  the  Cru¬ 
saders  and  the  Mamalukes,  none  of 
whom  can  be  called  Arab,  and  then  by 
the  Ottoman  Turks. 

Strangely,  there  is  never  an  allusion 
to  the  Jewish  commonwealths  in  Pales¬ 
tine  which  spanned  many  of  the  cen¬ 
turies  preceding  the  Christian  era.  It 
was  only  as  a  Jewish  state  that  Pales¬ 
tine  had  any  independent  status.  While 
Arab  rule  continued  for  only  432  yean, 
Jewish  rule,  never  mentioned  in  the 
Study,  covered  20  centuries. 


The  Senate  Staff  Study  on  U.  S. 
Middle  East  policy  contains  an  ex¬ 
tended  analysis  of  Arab  nationalism, 
a  description  of  the  Arab-Arab  war 
in  the  region,  some  observations 
about  the  future  of  Jordan,  a  hope¬ 
ful  conclusion  that  the  tide  of  Soviet 
penetration  has  receded  and  that  the 
West  has  gained  ground  in  the  last 
year.  This  analysis  deals  only  with 
the  Study’s  presentation  of  the  "Pal¬ 
estine  Problenu”  We  hope  to  make 
further  comments  in  later  issues  of 
the  Near  Ernst  Report, 


The  Study  refers  to  the  Balfour  Dec¬ 
laration  as  “ambiguous,  even  contra¬ 
dictory.”  The  Arabs  “were  deeply  dis¬ 
mayed”  and  felt  that  the  Declaration 
was  in  conflict  with  “British  guarantees 
of  Arab  independence  over  a  large  area 
of  the  fertile  crescent,  including  Pales-; 
tine.”  (The  British  have  always  insisted 
that  their  guarantees  to  the  Arabs  ex¬ 
cluded  Palestine.) 

The  Study  tells  us  that  the  British 
accepted  a  League  of  Nations  mandate 
in  Palestine,  but  neglects  to  state  that 
the  British  were  trustees  for  the  up¬ 
building  of  the  Jewish  national  home. 
Nor  is  there  any  reference  to  American 
policy  during  tUs  period — the  fact  that 
President  Wilson,  who  favored  self- 
determiiuktion  for  the  Arab  states,  also 
favored  the  Jewish  Commonwealth, 
and  that  the  U.S.  Congress  approved 
the  Balfour  Declaration. 

Tti*  Facts  Ar«  Omittad.  One  searches 
in  vain  for  any  precise  account  of  the 
decisive  events  of  1947.  In  a  small- 
type  excerpt  from  a  book,  the  Study 
tells  us  that  the  Anglo-American  Com¬ 
mittee  of  1946  and  the  United  Nations 
Special  Committee  on  Palestine  (UN¬ 
SCOP)  were  unable  “to  find  any  solu¬ 
tion  equally  acceptable  to  Great  Britain, 
the  Arabs  and  the  Jews,”  and  that 
Great  Britain  “refused  to  implement 
the  UN  decisions  that  Palestine  should 
be  partitioned.”  But  the  Study,  itself, 

fails  to  record  that: 

/ 

K  A  majority  of  the  UNSCOP  rec¬ 
ommended  the  division  of  Pales¬ 
tine  into  a  Jewish  state,  an  Arab 
state,  and  a  corpus  separatum  for 
Jeru^em. 

H  A  two-thirds  majority  of  the  UN 
General  Assembly  voted  for  the 
resolution. 

K  Every  Arab  state  opposed  it 


Tha  Rofugea  Problom.  The  Study 
emphasizes  the  need  for  action  to  solve 
the  refugee  problem.  It  declares  that 
the  refugees  insist  upon  the  option  to 
return  home  or  to  receive  adequate 
compensation.  Nothing  less — ^not  re¬ 
settlement  in  other  countries,  not  in¬ 
ternational  development  schemes — can 
come  before  what  the  Arabs  regard  as 
thjs  basic  requirement  of  a  just  settle¬ 
ment 
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On  the  other  hand,  Israel  has  offered 
to  compensate  the  Arab  refugees  but~ 
opposes  repatriation  because  of  an  un¬ 
derstandable  anxiety  that  returning  ref- 
^ugecs  might  represent  a  dangerously  - 
Provocative  element — a  fifth  column. 

Israel  would  prefer  to  see  the  refugees 
resettled  in  Arab  countries.  But  the 
Study  points  out  that  any  Arab  politician 
who  attempted  to  compromise  the  de¬ 
mand  for  repatriation  would  be  ac¬ 
cused  of  “betraying  Arab  nationalism, 
which,  perhaps  more  than  anything  else, 
is  a  quest  for  dignity.” 

While  at  first  glance  the  situation  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  hopeless,  the  Staff  Study 
believes f that  “a  solution  accommodat¬ 
ing  temperate  Arabs  and  Israelis  is  well 
within  reach.”  Both  Israelis  and  Arabs 
would  have  to  make  some  concessions. 
The  Israelis  would  have  to  make  “the 
greatest  diplomatic  concession”  by  ac¬ 
cepting  the  principle  of  repatriation  or 
compensation.  Arabs  would  have  to 
make  “the  greatest  practical  conces¬ 
sion.”  They  would  have  to  agree  that 
‘  the  refugees  who  choose  not  to  be  re-  ” 
patriated  could  be  integrated  into  the 
other  Arab  societies.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  Study,  “this  would  represent  all 
but  a  small  proportion  of  the  refugees.” 

The  Study  frankly  concedes  that  this 
last^ssumption  “is  the  key  to  the  situ- 
^atiJl.”  Although  the  refugees  insist  on 
le  right  to  return,  “it  is  generally  be¬ 
lieved  that  relatively  few  of  them,  prob¬ 
ably  less  than  ten  percent,  would  exer¬ 
cise  that  right”  The  Study  states  that 
“educated  Arabs  understand  this,  but 
the  Arab  masses — for  whom  this  is  a 
visceral  issue — do  not” 

But,  the  Study  argues  that  once  Is¬ 
rael  accepted  the  principle  of  repatria¬ 
tion,  Arab  leaders  could  make  no  sup¬ 
portable  case  against  resettlement  (How 
can  anyone  be  so  positive  that  the  Arabs 
would  not  continue  to  reject  any  large- 
scale  resettlement  program — no  mat¬ 
ter  what  Is.  ’  did?) 

The  Study  eks  to  meet  the  “Jewish 
argument”  .  .at  returning  refugees 
would  constitute  a  potential  fifth  col¬ 
umn.  x^e  “experts”  suggest  tha:t  most 
of  those  who  choose  to  return  would  be  __ 
older  people.  Others  would  return  only 
to  liquidate  claims.  The  more  dynamic, 
younger  Arabs  would  have  no  wish  to 
emigrate  to  a  country  in  which  they 
would  be  a  “suspicious  minority.” 

To  the  Israel  argument  that  the  Arab 
returnees  would  alter  the  demographic 
pattern  of  their  country,  the  propon¬ 
ents  reply  that  “often  in  history  diese 
o  Semitic  peoples  have  demonstrated 
eir  ability  to  live  together  peacefully.” 
To  the  Israel  argument  that  even'  a 
ten  percent  return  would  represent 
“both  a  burden  and  a  threat,”  tJte  pro- 
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ponents  suggest  that  repatriation  be 
pegged  to  a  quota  with  an  annual  upper 
limit.  “In  all  probability  the  pool  of. 
those  refugees  awaiting  repatriation 
would  dry  up  in  a  few  years.”  The 
majority  of  the  returnees  would  find 
the  homeland  strange  and  some  would 
leave.  And  other  refugees  would  then 
be  discouraged  from  returning. 

Finally,  it  is  argued  that  Israel  has 
demonstrated  remarkable  absorptive 
capacity  and  is  eager  to  draw  between 
80,000  and  100,000  Jewish  inunigrants 
each  year.  Thus,  the  Study  says,  “Is¬ 
rael  is  clearly  capable  of  resettling  a 
fixed  quota  of  Arab  returnees,  as  well.” 

The  Study  suggests  that  the  UN  Pal¬ 
estine  Conciliation  Conunission,  with 
an  enlarged  membership,  should  con¬ 
cern  itself  with  this  proposal  and  make 
a  thoroughgoing  inquiry  into  all  as¬ 
pects,  that  Israel  should  be  helped  with 
a  long-term  international  loan  to  meet 
its  compensation  obligations,  and  that 
“presumably  a  similar  loan  would  be 
offered  Egypt  and  Iraq”  to  compensate 
Jews  who  departed  from  those  coun¬ 
tries  and  left  property  behind. 

*  •  « 

All  This  Before  Peace.  The  first  ques¬ 
tion  is  the  accuracy  of  the  guess  that 
less  than  ten  percent  of  the  refugees 
would  elect  to  go  back.  But  the  major 
question  is  whether  any  such  recom¬ 
mendation  can  be  considered  seriously 
prior  to  a  peace  settlement. 

The  Israelis,  while  ready  to  negoti¬ 
ate  compensation  for  Arab  refugee 
property  in  advance  of  a  peace  settle¬ 
ment,  have  always  insisted  that  any  dis¬ 
cussion  of  repatriation  can  be  held 
only  within  the  context  of  Arab-Israel 
negotiations.  But  the  Staff  Study  takes 
the  view  that  the  return  of  the  refugees 
should  be  permitted  without  waiting  for 
a  peace  settlement  It  argues  that  a 
settlement  of  the  refugee  question 
“would  go  far  toward  persuading  all 
Arabs  of  Israel’s  permanence”  on  the 
world  scene.  The  Study  says: 

“It  might  in  turn  make  possible  the 
eventual  recognition  by  the  Arab  states 
of  Israel’s  present  boundaries.  For  this 
reason  it  can  be  argued  persuasively 
(italics  ours)  that  a  solution  to  the  ref¬ 
ugee  question  would  represent  the  ideal 
first  step  toward  a  general  settlement 
of  the  differences  between  Israel  and  the 
Arab  states.  Thus,  rather  than  being 
part  of  a  political  package  designed  to 
normalize  Arab-Israel  relations,  the  ref¬ 
ugee  settlement  should  precede  the 
broader  diplomatic  initiative.” 

Little  of  this  sounds  persuasive  to  us. 
This  whole  program  is  supported  by 
reference  to  the  1S148  UN  resolution 
which  asserted  that  “the  refugees  wish¬ 
ing  to  return  to  their  homes  and  live  at 
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peace  with  their  neighbors  should  be 
permitted  to  do  so  at  the  earliest  prac¬ 
ticable  date.”  That  resolution  did  not 
give  the  refugees  an  unqualified  right 
to  go  back  to  Israel.  It  applied  only  to 
those  willing  to  live  at  peace  with  their 
neighbors'.  And  this  resolution  was 
part  of  a  larger  resolution,  which  called 
for  an  Arab-Israel  settlement. 

Thus,  the  proposal  asks  Israel  to 
waive  its  right  to  live  in  peace.  It  asks 
Israel  to  accept  the  return  of  people 
who  left  the  country  before  Israel  was 
established,  who  waged  war  against 
Israel,  who  have  been  educated  for 
more  than  a  decade  to  look  forward  to 
Israel’s  destruction.  It  asks  Israel  to 
accept  this  before  her  boundaries  are 
honored  and  while  her  neighbors  per¬ 
sist  in  war  and. economic  boycott  to 
accomplish  her  strangulation. 

What  government  would  agree  to 
expose  its  people  to  this  peril? 

But  let  us  assume  that  only  ten  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Arab  refugees  insist  on  re¬ 
patriation.  Even  this  amounts  to  about 
five  percent  of  Israel’s  population. 

We  wonder  whether  any  member  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  would  take  the  floor  to 
advocate  that  our  cotmtry  admit  9,000,- 
000  people — about  five  percent  of  our 
population — ^from  countries  which  re¬ 
fuse  to  make  peace  with  us. 

Suppose  the  ten  percent  “assump¬ 
tion,”  or  guess,  turned  out  to  be  wrong. 
Suppose  the  number  of  refugees  seek¬ 
ing  to  return  were  20  percent,  or  30 
percent,  or  even  40  percent.  What  is 
to  prevent  a  large  number  of  the  refu¬ 
gees  frmn  making  a  demand  upon  Is¬ 
rael,  if  only  for  the  purpose  of  political 
and  pre^aganda  demonstration? 

Arab  leaders  have  always  insisted 
that  the  Arab  refugees  want  nothing 
but  repatriation.  Why  then,  should  they 
seek  to  make  liars  of  themselves? 

Surely  the  Arab  leaders  would  seize 
on  the  opportunity  to  force  the  refu¬ 
gees  to  demand  the  right  to  go  back  to 
Israel  and  thus  to  undermine  her.  Why 
shouldn’t  they  use  this  made-to-order 
weapon,  especially  since  no  one  is  re¬ 
quiring  them  to  make  peace  with  Is¬ 
rael  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
agreement?  Obviously,  Israel  could 
not  agree  to  be  swamp^  She  would 
then  be  compelled  to  withdraw  from 
her  undertaking. 

Would  this  make  for  peace  or  would 
it  not  aggravate  hostility  and  make  for 
even  greater  instability? 

«  *  • 

The  Study  backs  awkwardly  into  an 
off-hand  discussion  of  Nasser's  Suez 
blockade,  which  is  all  but  ignored  even 
though  it  was  a  serious  set-hack  for 
the  West  arui  for  the  UN  in  1959.  But 
more  on  this  later. 
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Nixon  Defines  His  Views 

Vice  PrcsiJi'.U  Richard  M.  Nixon 
has  made  public  his  views  on  four  key 
Middle  East  issues:  Arab-Israel  peace, 
the  Suez  Canal,  the  Arab  boycott,  and 
discrimination  at  the  Dhahran  base. 

On  June  7,  in  a  letter  to  Label  A. 
Katz,  president  of  B’nai  B’rith,  Mr. 
Nixon  wrote: 

“Our  Government  must  continue  to 
tise  every  suitable  occasion,  both  within 
and  outside  the  United  Nations,  to  fa¬ 
cilitate  progress  toward  a  mutually  ac¬ 
ceptable  solution  of  the  Arab-Israel 

Viewing  the  Netes 

.  .  .  continued 

There  is  a  strong  legal  authority 
sanctioning  prosecution  in  IsraeL  Few 
doubt  that  be  will  receive  fair  or  just 
treatment  But  most  of  the  criticism 
comes  from  friends  of  Israel,  who  want 
her  to  be  -^ove  reproach  and  to  present 
a  flawle:.  'Cord  as  she  writes  the  end 
to  a  terr.  .ng  chapter  in  Jewish  his¬ 
tory,  which  will  be  read  for  many  gen¬ 
erations  to  come. 

American  Nazi.  An  appeal  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  to  save  Lehmann  was 
made  by  American  Nazis — followers  of 
George  Lincoln  Rockwell — ^who  picket¬ 
ed  the  White  House  on  June  11. 

Two  days  earlier.  Columnist  Drew 
Pearson  disclosed  that  Rockwell,  who 
has  been  trying  to  organize  a  Nazi 
party  in  Washmgton,  had  received  a 
letter  from  UAR  President  Nasser 
praising  his  anti-Semitic  campaign  and 
attacking  U.S.  policies  as  “subservient 
and  inconsistent” 

In  appreciation  for  Rockwell’s 
pamphlet  on  his  activities  against  Zion¬ 
ism,  Nasser  wrote: 

”1  hope  your  efforts  help  the 
delivering  of  humanity  from  Sonist 
^aggression.” 

Foreign  Aid  Cut.  Disregarding  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower’s  urgent  pleas,  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
slashed  $790  million  from  his  $4,100 
.  million  request  for  the  1961  Mutual 
Security  Program.  It  accepted  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  its  economy-minded 
subcommittee  headed  by  Rep.  Otto  E. 
Passman,  (D-La.). 

Friends  of  the  program  will  try  to 
restore  the  cuts  on  the  floor. 

Major  cuts  were  for  military  aid, 
$400  million,  and  defense  support, 
$124  million.  The  Committee  reduced 
the  amounts  for  special  assistance  from 
$268  million  to  $206  million,  for  the 
Development  Loan  Fund  from  $700 
million  to  $SS0  million,  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  contingency  fund  from  $175  mil¬ 
lion  to  $150  million,  and  for  technical 
assistance  from  $206  million  to  $184 
million. 

The  Administration  had  hoped  to 
stave  off  cuts  because  of  the  intensifica¬ 
tion  of  the  cold  war  following  the  col¬ 
lapse  of  the  summit  conference. 
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conflict,  based  on  amity  and  recogni¬ 
tion  of  each  other’s  existence  and  inde¬ 
pendence.” 

U.  S.  policy,  Mr.  Nixon  said,  recog¬ 
nizes  that  the  “independence  and  integ¬ 
rity”  of  Israel  and  the  Arab  states  are 
of  “vital  concern.”  And  be  reiterated 
the  U.S.  position  which  has  “unequiv¬ 
ocally  affirmed  .  .  .  publicly  and  re¬ 
peatedly”  its  support  of  free  transit  for 
all  nations  through  the  Suez  Canal.  He 
wrote: 

“I  believe  that  we  must  continue  to 
press  for  the  effective  implementation 
of  the  principle  of  freedom  of  the  seas 
and  free  access  to  international  water¬ 
ways,  and  the  protection  of  the  interests 
of  American  seamen  and  shipping  now 
being  discriminated  against  by  the  Arab 
boycott  and  blacklisting  policy.” 

The  Vice  President  stated  that  the 
United  States  “neither  recognizes  nor 
condones”  this  boycott.  He  said: 

“We  must,  by  every  avaflable  and 
effective  instrument,  continue  to  pursue 
every  means  to  restore  and  protect  com¬ 
pletely  private  American  interests  in 
international  commerce.” 

Referring  to  Saudi  Arabia’s  discrim¬ 
inatory  policy  affecting  service  person¬ 
nel  at  the  Dhahran  airbase,  Mr.  Nixon 
called  it  “an  unsatisfactory  state  of 
affairs — one  which  we  caimot  merely 
accept  as  unavoidable  and  one  which 
we  shall  continue,  with  diligence  and 
patience,  to  try  to  correct” 

The  Vice  President  said  the  airbase  is 
vital  to  national  security,  but  be  ac¬ 
knowledged  that  “a  serious  drawback 
in  the  arrangements”  exists. 

In  Cairo,  June  14,  Cabinet  Minister, 
Abdel  Kader  Hatim,  accused  Mr.  Nix¬ 
on  of  catering  to  “Zionist  gangs”  on  the 
Suez  Canal  issue  to  gain  votes. 

«  •  • 

In  New  York,  June  9,  Paul  Hall, 
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president  of  the  Seafarers'  Internatiortbl 
IMion,  announced  that  the  Union  will 
file  a  brief  with  the  AFL-CIO  on  the 
expanding  Arab  blacklist  of  American 
ships  since  the  strike  against  the  UAR's 
Cleopatra  ended  last  month. 

And,  in  London,  June  3,  the  Sea- 
farerY  section  of  the  International 
Transport  Workers  Federation  ap¬ 
proved  a  resolution  calling  for  an  in¬ 
ternational  seafarers’  appeal  to  the 
UAR  to  open  the  Canal  to  all  shipping. 

Moscow  Hits  at  Kuchel 

Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel  (Calif.), 
Rq>ublican  Whip,  addressing  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  May  31,  on  the  Mutual  Security 
program,  discussed  Soviet  penetration 
in  underdeveloped  areas. 

In  describing  Soviet  efforts  to  sub¬ 
vert  Africa,  he  said  that  “one  of  the 
most  important  centers  for  Soviet  es¬ 
pionage  and  subversion  ...  is  found  in 
Cairo,  Egypt”  Sen.  Kuchel  named  the 
Soviet  ^bassy  and  the  Afro-Asian 
Solidarity  Secretariat  as  propaganda 
sources. 

Moscow’s  Soviet  Near  Eastern  Serv¬ 
ice  reacted  violently,  on  June  4,  to 
Sen.  Kuchel’s  statement 

Asserting  that  the  allegation  “is  with¬ 
out  any  foundation  whatsoever,”  the 
broadcast  told  the  Arab  world  that  For¬ 
eign  Minister  Fawzi  “quickly  sum¬ 
moned  the  U.S.  Ambassador,  Fred¬ 
erick  Reinhardt,  for  an  explanation, 
while  the  press  condemned  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  statement  ...  as  direct  interfer¬ 
ence  by  the  United  States  in  their  in¬ 
ternal  affairs. 

“The  U.  S.  Ambassador  in  Cairo  re¬ 
sorted  to  maneuvers  to  settle  the  inci¬ 
dent  at  any  price.  He  announced  .  .  . 
that  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel  represented 
no  one  but  himself;  that  he  spoke  in  his 
name  only,  and  did  not  express  the  offi¬ 
cial  view  of  the  United  States  .  .  .  But 
this  explanation,  which  treats  the  pro¬ 
vocative  statement  by  the  U.  S.  Sena¬ 
tor  as  if  it  were  ot  no  account,  does  not 
fool  anyone.” 
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